Introduction
The purpose of entry requirements for specific modules is twofold. On the one hand it serves as indicators that students allowed to the module have mastered material needed in the module and on the other hand it can be used to specify the order in which the modules in a program are expected to be completed. As put by Perlman and McCann (1999) , it allows instructors to expect student background in the subject matter and the sequence thereof structures the major. An example of expecting mastering of material is for instance a module in which students are required to use technologies such as word processing, presentation software, e-mail and internet for the assignments. It is sensible to expect that students have completed a computer literacy module, where the use of these technologies is taught prior to enrolling for this module. If it is implemented, the success rate of the module can be improved. An example of the use of entry requirements to structure a program is where a module is presented later in a program because it requires a higher degree of intellectual maturity. This expected intellectual maturity can be underwritten by expecting students to have completed other chosen modules that serve as evidence of such maturity although the content thereof need not relate directly to the module at hand.
Student Background
Positive correlations between compliance with entry requirements for a module or program and success have been shown. For example von Allmen (1996) found that adequate performance in calculus has a strong influence on performance in an Intermediate Microeconomics course presented at Moravian College in eastern Pennsylvania. Plutsky and Wilson (2000) found that students who completed the business computer literacy requirement performed significantly better in a business communication course presented at the California State University, than those who did not. Potolsky et al (2003) found a strong correlation between grades achieved in prerequisite courses and the academic performance of students in a baccalaureate nursing program.
Supporters of strict application of entry requirements maintain that it can increase overall performance of the students and increase the quality of the module or program under consideration. Potolsky et al (2003) recommends that that the required grades on the prerequisite courses for entering the baccalaureate nursing program be toughened, and furthermore that it should be considered to deny students who failed and retried the prerequisite courses to participate in the program at all. Perlman & McCann (1999) found it sad that 30% of integrative capstone courses in psychology presented at American Colleges require no entry requirements while another 30% only requires introductory courses.
Having successfully completed prerequisite courses for a module can however not ensure prior knowledge and skills needed. Peper et al (1994) points out that the inadequate retention of students, in many cases, requires that the content of prerequisite modules need to be revised at the beginning of a module.
Program Structure
If a module depends on the application of transferable skills that has to be acquired in other modules in the program (Plutsky & Wilson, 2000) , the module needs to be presented later in the program. In this case it is sensible to allow students to the module at hand only if they have passed the modules where these skills are presented. Compliance to prerequisites is however not the only factor contributing to student success in later modules; von Allmen (1996) found that intellectual maturity also plays an important role. Therefore in can be decided to present a module later in a program merely because it requires a higher degree of intellectual maturity. In this case the decision about entry requirements to the module at hand is not as straight forward as in the case where identifiable skills or knowledge is required. It is desirable to apply entry requirement rules to ensure that the academic maturity of the students, which are allowed to the module, is adequate. For example Perlman and McCann (1999) recommends that psychology can do better in systematically and sequentially increasing the complexity and nature of its core material to students by sensibly structuring the program and applying a prerequisite structure.
Our case
In our case the module at hand, here called Module 3, is presented in the third year of our program. In the module the students are required to apply and integrate the knowledge and skills they have acquired in many of the modules in the program, including modules that are presented in parallel with Module 3. The core of the module is a team project. The knowledge and skills needed to complete the project is tapped from the knowledge base of the team as a whole. It is therefore not essential that all students have acquired the full spectrum of assumed prior knowledge and skills because other members a team may be capable to compensate for some individual's incompetence's. There is however a definite need to ensure that each individual entering the module have reached adequate academic maturity. If a student's academic achievement to date is questionable, he/she will not be able to contribute sufficiently to the team effort. It is not fair to expect from other students to carry students who lack core knowledge and skills. For this reason it is expected that students must complete some core modules in the program in sequence as shown in Figure 1 
Research problem
When Module 3 was presented in 2005 we noticed that a substantial number of students seem to lack the academic maturity to manage the expectations of the module. As a result, the more able students had to work harder than would fairly be expected from a student to pass the module.
The questions that have to be answered are:
1. How can the academic maturity of students entering the course be improved? 2. What can be done to minimise the negative effects of having to accommodate students who are unable to contribute sufficiently to the team effort?
Analysis of the problem
The logical place to look for possible reasons for the apparent lack of academic maturity, was in the application (or its lack) of the entry requirements for Module 3. We calculated the percentage of students that were allowed to register for Module 3 without prior completion of a module, here called Module 2B, which is considered a standard to validate the academic maturity of the students.
In 2005, 29 students (26.1% of the class) were granted permission to enroll for Module 3 although they had not yet passed Module 2B. All but one of them passed Module 3 but only 22 of them passed Module 2B in 2005. There were seven students who passed Module 3 without complying with its prerequisites.
Although not stated, it is furthermore implied that students must have passed a course, here called Module 2A, in order to be allowed to Module 3. An investigation revealed that 28 students (25.3%) of the class of 2005 had not yet passed Module 2A when they registered for Module 3. All but two of them passed Module 3 and eighteen (16.2%) of those who passed Module 3 failed Module 2A.
Our concern is that this phenomenon lowers the value of Module 3 since these cases illustrates that the ability to pass Module 3 does not necessary mean that the individual who passed the module were able to apply his/her knowledge and skills to a project. It is possible that a number of individuals did not have the background to be of value to their teams and were carried by the other students in their teams.
Cause and effect
A closer investigation of how students succeed to enroll for Module 3 despite their poor academic history revealed that most of it can be attributed to the fact that the entry requirements are not consequent. Each year the requirements and credits for all modules of a degree are stipulated in the yearbook. These vary from year to year.
The rules in the yearbook of the year that the student first registers for our degree are applied to the academic record of each individual. Prior to 2004 the entry requirement for Module 3 was stated to be a core first year module, here called Module 1, plus a certain amount of second year modules, without stating any specific second year modules. As a result students, who have been in the program for longer than the expected time, are not specifically required to have passed Module 2B to enroll for Module 3. Furthermore the entry requirements are not strictly applied. Sometimes individual students are granted permission to enroll without completely complying. Often entry requirements are relaxed if the impact of not completing Module 3 in the current year would unnecessary prolong the remainder of the personal study plan of the student at hand. We are concerned that students, who qualify for exceptions of this kind, may not be academically mature enough to grasp the concepts that are learnt in this module and be of little value to their teams.
We investigated why there are currently so many students who have failed Module 2A enrolled for Module 3, and found that it was a consequence of the fact that the program was not presented to the students as it was published in the yearbook when they registered. Figure 1 shows a simplified version of the requirement graph of the courses concerned as it appeared in the 2004 yearbook. This is relevant because the majority of the students currently enrolled for Module 3, first registered for their degree in 2004. Figure 2 shows how these modules were presented to the majority of the 2006 Module 3 students and which requirements were applied. As can be seen, it was decided to switch the presentation of Modules 2A and 2B. The reasons for the substitution are irrelevant here. Notice that the switching of the order of presentation prevented the department to apply the published requirements. Thus, the requirements for Modules 2B as contained in the yearbook could no longer be applied. Instead of regarding Module 2A as a prerequisite for Module 2B, the successful completion of Module 1 became the entry requirement. This made perfect sense since Module 2A could not be used as a requirement if it had not yet been presented to the students. The unfortunate result was that it left Module 2A dangling. As a result some students appeared to be less serious about passing Module 2A. What they don't realise is that although Module 2A is technically not a requirement for Module 3, it is assumed that students registering for Module 3 have already acquired the knowledge and skills associated with the outcomes of that module. Unfortunately, we will only be able to implement such a decision for students who will start the program after the decision can be approved by the senate. In the meantime we are facing with the problem of ensuring academic maturity using other methods than the application of more appropriate entry requirements for the module. Due to our commitment to students who have previously registered for the program and our associated obligation to allow them to Module 3 according to the identified flawed prerequisite structure, we are responsible to accommodate these academic immature students in Module 3. We strongly feel that this implies that we have to ensure that these students reach the assumed maturity while completing Module 3. Students who are unable to contribute adequately to the team effort should not be tolerated indefinitely. It is not fair to expect the more able students to work harder than is required for the credits they earn in the module to carry the less able students through the module.
Enhancement of academic maturity
We took the following actions to enhance the academic maturity of students who register for Module 3 in the current year.
1.
Convince dubious candidates not to register We propagated the viewpoint that a too heavy workload has a negative effect on overall success. For many students who have previously failed some modules it would be better to spread their current remaining modules evenly over two years rather than trying to attempt an extremely heavy workload. A few students were convinced by the argument and did not register for Module 3.
2.
Apply entry requirements strictly We decided to apply the current prerequisites to the module as strict as possible. As a result ten students who managed to register while strictly not complying with the written prerequisites were deregistered. We were however in a position where we could not deny admission to Module 3 for another ten students (9.26% of the class) although they have not yet passed Module 2B. We also noticed that 38 of the students who enrolled for Module 3 in 2006 (35.2% of the class) had not yet passed Module 2A.
3.
Settle an agreement with the students Students were encouraged to commit to equally attend to their academic responsibilities regarding Module 3 as well as possible outstanding modules. This commitment was formalised in terms of a void contract discussed in more detail later in this paper.
Normative Assessment
The norms for the assessment for Module 3 entail individual assessment regarding the theory of the module as well as team assessment regarding the practical application of the theory. An overall average of 50% is required to pass the module. It is furthermore expected that a minimum of 40% be achieved for each of its three closely inter-related aspects.
Negotiating Educationally
According the online oxford dictionary negotiate means "to communicate or confer (with another or others) for the purpose of arranging some matter by mutual agreement; to discuss a matter with a view to some compromise or settlement". This is what we did. The lecturer had numerous discussions with students in which the lecturer's concern with each individual's overall academic progress was expressed. The objective of these negotiations was to establish settlement that would support students to commit to equally attend to their academic responsibilities regarding Module 3 as well as possible outstanding modules. The outcome of these negotiations was a mutual agreement discussed in the next section of this paper.
The inane contract
As a result of negotiations so-called INANE Contract was designed. The name of the contract was originally nane, which is an acronym for "Normative assessment: negotiating educationally".
According the Oxford dictionary inane incidentally means "empty" or "void". This name is exceptionally suitable for this contract, since in essence the contract contains only clauses that are in accordance to the written standard norms of the institution where these students are studying. The contract involves two parties. On the one hand the student agrees to comply with the direct requirement, and partly with the implied requirement of the module. On the other hand the lecturer agrees to relax the norms for passing Module 3 for those who agree by signing the inane contract. The agreement aims to prop up the overall academic maturity of students while they are participating in the module.
Expecting more
In addition to the normal expectations of Module 3, students are expected to pass Module 2B at the end of the first semester and to pass the first semester test of Module 2A in the second semester. In order to achieve this, they have to apply proper time management, to keep up with the heavy workload imposed by Module 3 while performing adequately in their outstanding modules. For students who have previously struggled with the prerequisite modules, this can be overwhelming. Hopefully if there is enough pressure on them, they will be more determined to succeed. If they initially work hard and the hard work pays off their chances en being more motivated will increase. Having passed the first semester test in module 2A will enhance their confidence in their own ability to complete Module 2A and encourage them to maintain the pace to the end of the year.
Expecting less
Two of the norms for assessment of Module 3 are waived for students who agree to take on the challenge. Firstly it is not required to achieve an overall final mark of 50%. Apart from having to comply with the sub-minimums for the different aspects that are assessed, no other minimum is required. This means that a student, who succeeds in achieving exactly 40% for each of the aspects, will pass Module 3 although his/her final mark is only 40%. The fact that it is only required to maintain the sub-minimums for Module 3 lowers some of the pressure to which these students are subjected.
Secondly the requirement to be a member of a team with four, five or six members is also dropped. The fact that two thirds of the marks for Module 3 is allocated to different deliverables associated with the team project leads students to tend to put high pressure on one another and morally onto themselves not to drop the team. Academically poor students are willing to sacrifice their other subjects in order to continue to support their teams, not realising that their contribution to the team effort is not making such a big difference. In many cases the rest of the team feel as if they are carrying such a student.
When the requirement to deal with unbearable team pressure is removed, the students at risk will be more relaxed and able to perform better in general. Individuals can earn marks outside their teams. This allows stronger students to earn their own marks without having to carry weaker students. It also provides for students whose teams had disintegrated due to dropout of fellow students.
Consequence
In effect the standard for Module 3 is lowered in an attempt to transfer some of the total student effort from Module 3 into the outstanding modules. By doing this, the students are, from an educational viewpoint, given the permission not to feel guilty about their teams. If the students are more relaxed in terms of their responsibilities towards their teams, the chances are increased that they will be able to contribute to expectations and experience the rewarding feeling of achieving in a team.
A survey to determine how the students experience the influence of the inane contract on their individual motivation to make all ends meet, as well as on the team morale to support each other. 82 of the 108 students (75.9%) indicated their opinion regarding personal motivation while 87 students (80.5%) rated their opinion about the team morale. The results can therefore be considered as representative of the class opinion. The students were asked to rate how they feel on a five point scale ranging from negative to positive with the middle option meaning that the contract has no impact. Figure 3 shows the results
As can be seen, slightly more students experienced that it had a positive impact. There is however a large portion of the class who maintain that it has no influence or that it has a negative impact on them. The following remark was made by a students that felt positive about the impact of the contract. The following remarks were made by students who are strongly opposed to it.
"The inane contract is a generous offer to those who does not have the requirements to officially take COS301"

"The inane contract is a good idea, but I feel that it is a bit extreme." "It is unfair that the students are not the one's to suffer the consequence"
An interesting observation is that none of the students who are in favor of the contract, nor those apposed to it had any concern about the lowering of the standards of Module 3.
Conclusion
The impact of the contract is yet to be determined. Not all involved students participated in this action. So far all students who owed Module 2B at the beginning of the module, and had signed the agreement, passed Module 2B at the end of the first semester, while those who did sign, failed.
